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in & previous article we examined the tine-honoured motto, "A 
fair day's wage for a fair day's work", and cane to the conclusion 
that the fairest day's wages under present social conditions is nec- 
essariiy tantamount to the very unfairest division of the workman's 
produce, the greater porticn of that produce going into the capital- 
ist's pocket, and the workman having to put up with just as much as 
will enable him to keep himself in working order and to propagate 
nS, TREC. 

| This is a daw of political econowy, or, in other words, a law 
of the present economical organisation of society, which is more 
powerful than ail the common and Statute Law of sngland put together, 
the Court of Chancery included. While society is divided into two 
opposing classes - cn the one hand the capitalists, monopolisérs of 
the whole of the wenans of production, land, raw materials, wachinery; 
on the other hand, labourers, Working people deprived of all property 
in the means of producticn, owners of nothing but their own working 
powers Wioile this socisl organisation exists the Law of wares will 
remain ali—poweriul and will every day afresh rivet the chains by which 
the working man is made the slave of his own produce monopolised by 
the capitalist. 
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The Trade Unions of this country have now for nearly sixty years 
fought against this law - with what result? Have they succeeded in 
frecing the Working class from the bondage in which capital - the 
produce of its own hands =— holds it? Wave they enabled a single seetion 
of the working class to arise above the situation of wage-slaves, to 
become owners of their own means of production, of the raw materials, 
tools, machinery required in their trade, and thus to become the owners 
of the produce of their own labour? It is well known thay not only 
have they not done so, but that they never tried. 


Far be it from us to say that Trades Unions are of no use because 
they have not don that. On the contrary, Trades Unions in  ngland, as 
well as in every other manufacturing country, are a necesurty for the 
working classes in their strugele against capital. The average rave 
of wages is equal to the sum of necessaries sufficient to keep up the 
race of workmen in a certain country according to the standard of life 
habitual in that country. That standard of life may be very different 
« for different classes of workmen. The grent merit of Trades Unions, 

in their struggle to keep up the rate of wages and to reduce working 

hours, is that they tend to kesp up and to raise the standard of life. 

There are many trades in the uast-end of London whose labour is not 

= more skilled and quite as hard as that of bricklayers and bricklayers' 
- Tabourers, yet they hardly carn half the wages of these. Why? simply 

because a powerful organisation enables the one set to Maintain a 

comparatively high standard of life as the rule by which their wages 
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suorm.y not only to unavoidable but also to arbitrary encroachments of 
their employers; their standard of life is gradually reduced, they 
learn how to live on less and less wages, and their wages naturally fall 
to that level which they themselves have learnt to accept as sufficiont, 


“The law of wages, then, is nct one which draws a hard and fast 
line, It is not inexorable with certain limits, There is at every time 
(gveat depression excepted) for every trade a certain latitude within 
which the rate of wages may be modified by the results of the struggle 
between the two contending parties, Wages in every case are fired by a 
bargein, and in a bargain he who resists longest and best has the ereate 
est chance of getting more than his duc, If the isolated workman tries 
to drive his bargain with the capitalist he is easily beaten and has to 
Burrender at discretion; but if a whole trade of workmen form a power-= 
ful organisation, collect among themselves o fund to enable then to def 
vheiy amployers if need be, and thus become enabled to teont with thesoa 
employers a8 4 power, then, ang then only, have they a chance to cet even 
that plttance which according to the economival constitution of “present 
focliety, may be enlled o fair day's wages for a fair day's worl, 

‘The law of wages is not upset by the struggles of Traces Uilons, on 
whe contrary, it is enforced by them, Without the means of resistance 
or the Trades Imions the labourer does not receive even wat is his due 
according to the rules of the wages system, It is unly with the fear of 
the Wpades Unions before his eyes that the capitalist can be made to part 
with the full market value of his lavourer's power, Do you want a 
proor? Look at the wages paid to the members of the laree Yrades Uuions, 
and at the wages paid to the numberless small trades in that pool of 
stagnant misery, the Dast-end of London, 


Tius the Trades Unions do not attack the wages system, But it is 
not the highness or lowness of wages which constitutes tre economical 
degradation of the working class: this degradation is comprised in the 
fact that, instead of receiving for its labour the full produce of this 
labour, the working ¢lass has to be satisfied with a porbion of its own 
produce called wages, The capitalist pockets the whole produce (paying ’ 
the labourer out of it) because he is the owner of the meas of labour, 
nd, therefore, there is no real redemption for the working class until 
iu Jocomes owner of all the means of work - land, raw material, machinery 
etc, - and'thereby also the owner of THE WHOLE OF THE PRODUC? Oo ims 
Oi! TAROUR, 


(The Labour Standard, London, May 21st, 1881, ) 
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IT IS YOUR JOURNAL = USE TT! 


If you have a point of view that you wish to put to tie werb- 
ership, or if you wish to take part in the controversies already raised 
in these pages, send your contributions to the I.P.J,. Cormittee at 
fead Office, Please write on oné side of the paper only, and leave 
an adéquate margin on both sides, Setter still, have your articles 
typed, 


PORUM NUMSUR FIVE 


The next issue should be published at the beginning of Jucust, 
md will include the following :- 


Trade Unions 
Value re-examined, © By iW) Ivimery, 
Let the Party Sing, = 
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THE PARTY AND RENT CONTROL 
By J. Trotman 


In the January Forum Comrade Hardy utilises three pages 
to avoid replying to my arguments in the previous issue. Qn 
the first page he doos this by discussing matters which he 
himself says are 'all irrelevant’. 


He objects to my allegation that the circular to branches 
contained a false innuendo as to Comrade Mayes' political , 
sympathies. As this seemed obvious to more members than Just 
myself he should welcome the opportunity to deny the intention, 
and T am pleased that he has done so. When, however, he 
sccuses ma of attributing WORDS to the statement which are not 
there, I must ask him to quote the words or retract. 


The next three paragraphs are devoted to my jibe about 
his complacency. He was right to protest and I apologise 
for causing any unnecessary friction. But, having 
recognised this as a jibe, why does he go on to treat it as 
an argument and say how silly it would be for him to argve in 
this manner on the question of dilapidations? Would it not 
have been better for him to have shown how he would have in 
fact dealt with my arguments on this point? 


Comrade Hardy spends almost another page dealing with 
my observation that he misrepresents the Party case in saying 
that the Party ‘was opposed in principle to supporting 
reforms', He says that this quote had been snatched from 
its context. He puts it backs; but far from being modified 
by ites context, the quoted passage will be seen to extend 
and make inaccurate a statement which would otherwise be 
correct. In case there is any doubt about what is meant, 
the insecuracy is repeated in the final paragraph of the 
circular which I quote here with full context:3- : 


‘While it is obviously not necessary to 
re-atfirm the Party's attitude sgainst supportin 
social reform legislation, it can do nothing bu 
Zoo00 that party members tbo whom these original 
controversies may not be familiar, should be 
reminded of the principles on which the Party 
was formed,' (My emphasis). 













When I pointed out that the Party case - far from being 
opposed to reforms on principle - was that our M.P's would 
support reforms on their merits, I did not say that 
we ehanged our position in 1910 but that we asserted our 
attitude then and have not changed it since. 


EVADING THE [SSUE 


Comrade Hardy goes on to point out that the 1910 
discussion wes concerned with measures actually before the 
House and had nothing to do with measures or campaigns to be 
initiated by ua. Whilst he does not actually put these 
words into our mouths, he does attribute to us a ‘desire to 
announce advance support of rent control' and says there is 
no precedent for this in the 1910 discussions. What a 
muddle! Firstly: how does one announce advance support 
for a2 measure Which hes been in existence for over fifty 
years? secondly: I was not concerned with appeals to 
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precedent, in fact I specifically divorced myself from such 
methods. I was not even coneerned at this juncture that the 
circular was opposed to the Party case, but that members who 
may not be aware of the position Were being misled as to what 
the Party attitude is. 


Comrade Hardy says that I objected to his article 'The 
Economics of Rent Control! because it did not deal with the 
current issue of decontrol. In fact I made this point about 
his method with regard to the circular criticising Comrade 
Mayes and showed the purpose it served. No objection. 
Comrade Hardy can argue how he likes. As to the article; 
apart from the point at issue it was excellent. Tt will 
be remembered that all the statistics used to destroy the ? 
arguments in the circular were taken from it. 


Pernaps it 1s because he can hardly disagree with his 
own statements that he completely ignores my arguments about 
the effects of increases and decreases of rents and contents 
himself with reiterating the statements he made originally. 
Except, that is, where he challenged the statistical accuracy 
of figures which were clearly arbitrary and made no reference 
to statistics, I am sure Comrade Hardy knows this to be a 
normal method of demonstrating a generel principle - simpler 
than making use of algebraic symbols with which some members 
may not be familiar - for it was used frequently by Marx, 

I can therefore only regard such a challenge as facetious. 


As for the rest he has got the impression that I think 
industrial action is hopeless. At least this is what he 
says. If he will read carefully the last section of my 
article he will see that it was devoted to demonstrating that, 
on immediate issues, both the industrisl and political ‘ 
aspects of the class struggle are equally important and 
necessary, and that neither are hopeless if carried on 
together, but to renounce one as Comrade Hardy would have ues 
do, would inevitably weaken the effect of the other, and is 
therefore non-Marxist and against the interests of the 
working class. 


This was the very basis on which the whole of my 
position rested, and it was this which Comrade Hardy did not 
even attempt to answer, except for the quite inexcusable 
misrepresentation mentioned above. 


THE LETTER PROM A.M. 


In contrast to all this, I was pleased to see in the 
same issue the letter from Comrade R.M. who makes some 
pertinent observations which must be considered. He 
suggests for instance, that being a small minority there is 
nothing we can do at the moment. It is not entirely true, 
however, that nothing can be done. Our propaganda has some 
effect, however small, on public opinion; and public 
Opinion does matter. Even Comrade Hardy recognises this in 
his article. When the Party has representatives on the 
floor of the House or in local councils we will have a 
direct effect through the vote. 


It is true thet this particular issue may be dead by 
then, but it is only by expressing our attitude to this and 
every other aspect of capitalism that we can demonstrate to 
workers our worthiness of their support as their 





representatives in Parliament. We obviously cannot adopt 
one attitude outside of Parliament and another when we get in. 
But it will be remembered that Comrade Hardy did not say 

that toils was a working class issue but we should ignore it. 
This would have been bad enough. He said in fact thet it 
was not even a working class issue, which makes matters 

worse by being wrong into the bargain. 


Comrede R.M. also points out that to adopt my attitude 
Would involve many difficult problems. This, no doubt, is 
guite true, but I am afraid I cannot accept this as a 
eriticism of my case. If the position is correct but 
difficult, it is no solution to substitute for it one that 
is easy but wrong. The answer is more knowledge, more 
original thought, and constructive discussion. Anybody 
who is afraid of problems should give up politics. All 
politics is difficult and that aimed at the tctal re- 
orgenisation of human society is not likely to be an 
exception. At least not if they are to be scientific 
and practical. Plausible utopias are always easy to 
describe if not to construct. 


R.M. has rightly seen that to take a positive attitude 
on rent control implies & positive attitude on a host of 
other issues, and he asks where do we stop? Unfortunately, 
the correct answer is again unpalatable, but I have no 
intention of evading the issue. The answer is simply that, 
where Working class interests are effected, the party of the 
working class can never stop} can never stend aside from 
the class struggle, or any part of it, until those social 
conditions have been established in which classes no longer 
exist. 


It has been said that time spent in dealing with every 
day issues such as rent control is time taken from the 
propagation of socialism. This is surprising as in fact 
the majority of our propaganda slready concerns itself with 
every day issues (e.g.) the article on rent control. lily 
concern is hot with people of Comrade Hardy's conviction 
not dealing with these issues but the way in which they 
deal with them. This is primarily a question of attitude. 


A case which is oversimplified to the point of in- 
accuracy may well continue to attract the youthful rebel, 
but it will only repel the more mature and thoughtful 
workers whom we will so badly need to help us overcome the 
many difficulties which Comrade R.M. envisages. They will 
be attracted to us only if our attitude reflects a more 
logical if slightly more difficult theoretical basis. 

That basis is the Materialist Conception of History which, 
it seems, an increasing number of members either do not 
appreciate or do not apply. 
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Please send me the next issues of Forum for which I 
enclose » (@/- for six issues; 7/6 for twelve issues) 
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send to Forum Committee, 52, Clapham High Street, 5.W.4. 
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SOME FACTS AND FIGURES FROM U.S.A. 
CONCERNING THE CLD FOLK 
| By J.B. Hoe 


Medical and social sciences are not as closely allied as 
salt and pepper or boiled beef and carrots. On special 
points one may be as cold as an Eskimo pie and the others as 
hot as Lana Turner's love letters. The theme we have in mind 
is the old folks’ problem, and how it is handled by those who 
function in the sphere of medicine, and those who confine their 
practices to political and social operations. 


For half & century medical science has made marked 
changes in the human span of life. It has added almost a 
score of years to the period which formerly elapsed between 
tne cradle and the cemetery. At the turn of the century it 
Was considered a remarkable achievement to reach the age of? 
65. Nearly everyone tried it, but only 3,000,000 American 
men and women managed to do it. There were many obstacles 
to surmount to make the race easy and popular. 


Confined witain the nation there are at present 
15,000,000 men and women over the age of 65, and even this 
figure is going up instead of down. The crystal ball boys 
Vell us that by 1975, without wholesale evacuation, one 
person out of every ten will be over 65, instead of one out 
of 25 as in 1900. 


Medical science has contributed much to this turn in 
human affairs. The elimination of disease-breeding sewers 
end swamps, the changing of diet, the deletion of injurious 
food preservatives, the introduction of miracle drugs to 
combat a lot of diseases, as well as many minor inovations, 
have lengthened the time we can spend playing solitaire or 
checkers. 


But this dragging out of the life-line has not been 
brought about without resultant grievous problems in the 
social sphere. The anticipated joys of the "golden years" 
are Paded and lost in the shuffle. It was pleasant to 
look forward to a time of unstinted leisure when elderly 
specimens of both sexes could travel and see the world they 
missed in youth, watch the spinning of roulette wheels in 
the gaming casinos of Monte Carlo, hear the yodeling around 
attractive Swiss chalets, inhsle the fragrance from oriental 
cherry blossom festivals, or lazily 1011 about the bdeaches 
at Acupuleo, or Palm Beach. 


There are in this peculiar land people over 65 who can 
well afford to indulge in such felicitous pastimes. They 
belong to the lucky element that owns and controls property 
Which guarantees an income capable of coping with any charge 
on the luxuries of life; their twilight vears can be and 
are supplied with what it takes to make people happy end 
serene, 


But there is another side to the victure - a dark, 
uncongenial and repellent side. Thirty per cent of those ' 
who reach 65 have no incomes of their own. They never had 
enough wages or salaries in their working years to put by 
anything to ameliorate the agonies of age. They have to 
depend upon their children, other relatives, or charitable 
institutions to keep body and soul together. 
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Government statistics, which cannot afford to make 
mistakes, inform us that the average incomes of those who 
Sump the 65-year barricade amounts to the colossal sum of 
960 dollers 2 year, or a miserable 60 bucks a month, 
Social security, old age pensions, and private pension 
programs are all being drawn vpon to brighten tne sombre 
side of the social picture, and keep something resembling 
life in the ageing bodies. 


Currently 9,000,000 people are getting monthly 
insurance checks from the Social Security Administration, 
These payments average 74 dollars per month for workers 
Without dependents, 63 dollars for widows, 126 dollars for 
a retired couple. Under the terms of the Social Security 
Act federal grants to states are authorised to supply the 
meagre allotments to the needy aged. Annuities and private 
pensions make’ up shortages in some Girections. 


About hal? a million elders are cooped up in old 
people's homes, nursing homes, and other city dumps, where 
they can pass the time twiddling their thumbs, staring at 
grey, cold esilings, and wondering whether it is beans or 
spaghetti that will decorate the festive board at tae 


impending meal. 


The picture gets gloomier the more We concentrate on it. 
And what is being done by our politicians and statesmen to 
change the colour and direction of the social scene? We 
hear much of bi-partisenship in the Capitel. But social 
ignorance scems to be the only real bi-partisan policy. 
It applies to them all from top to bottom. Woen those in 
the highest pasitions can formulste ne solution, it is 
reasonable to suppose that those lower down the scale are 
MINUS means for social betterment. 


A gooc meny years ago President Coolidee made the 
brilliant observation that “when many workers sre out of 
jobs for a definite period, unemployment results". We 
should guess it would. President Hoover envisaged a couple 
of Plymouth Rocks in every pot and a couple of Chevrolets in 
every garace, only a few months before an economic crash 
that in many cases wiped out pots and garsgses, as well as 
their mythical contents. 


Presigent Roosevelt, out of experiences gained from a 
long and unique career, evolved the profound conclusion 
that "we have nothing to fear but fear itself”. President 
Truman decided that a condition of three or four million 
unemployed was a healthy state of affairs, as it kept the 
people on their toes to hold their jobs. President 
Eisenhower could see the perfect picture of social 
security only inside the jails and prisons, 


All of them are fitful followers o= the insuisitive 
Queen who asked why, if the workers couldn't get bread to 
eat, why not give them cake? 


One learned lezisiator in the Capitol simulates concern 
Tor the old folks' welfsre. One of the temporary solutions 
continually stressec is that jobs be provided for those who 
are physically fit, even when they are past 65. The 
Pederal Council on the Ageing say that millions of older 
people find it necessary and desirable to continue working 
at some kind of paying job. Compulsory retirement has Toreced 
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them out of their life-long career jobs, but they must find 
part-time work in other fields. 


A job not only supplies them with a source of income. 
After they have been bossed and robbed for so many years, 
the procedure has penetrated their systems to such an extent 
that they feel much more contented if they can still be 
drained of 2a little of the life-force they once possessed. 


For severel years the U.S. Employment Service has been 
pushing an "older worker" program to help man and women over 
65 to find suitable jobs. They try hard to promote the 
idea that older citizens are even better than young workers 
in many types of jobs. They sive top priority to older 
workers because of loyalty, judgement, experience and 
reliability, as well as other desirable characteristics. 


But their counsel and advice has not been heeded. 
The astute employers are aware that young workers suit them 
better. They are quicker on the move, more responsive to 
stimuli, easier to mould into the firm's activities, more 
adaptable to customers’ requirements, they can discuss 
baseball, prize-fighting, dancing and checkers while the 
buyer assays the merchandise offered. 


Even when one oldster is found who can measure up to 
the store criterion, he is immediately under suspicion. 
How come that he is physically fit at his age? There is 
only one logical answer; he did not work hard enough at 
the jobs he held in his youth, anc if he was lazy then, he 
ig even Worse now, The wholesale influx of senior citizens 
into industry is definitely out. 


They congregate in eating places where a pile of toaat 
costs a nickel and a bowl of soup retails at a dime. They 
swop ecratch sheets and vlay like mad, but on paper only. 
When they talk of going “across the water", it does not mean 
a leisurely sea cruise to the happy hunting haunts of Tokyo. 
or Manila. rt simply means a short trip over the Bay to 
Oakland. Their lives sare a string of drab and sordid 
events, and capitalism secms bent on keeping them so. 


If one looks across the sea to Great Britain, the old 
ase pensioners are about in the same plight. Wherever the 
Wages System exists, this evil exists. 


Pensions will not be needed under Socialism, beceuse 
from the cradic to the grave one and all will be able to 
live healthy, happy lives, because things will be produced 
for use instead of for profit. For the first time in 
history mankind will control their destiny. 





This article is based upon facts and figures supplied by 
J.Ai. MACDONALD, EDITOR OF "ON THE RECORD", SAN FRANCISCO, 
U.S.A. 
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WeB. OF UPTON PA RK 


The circularisation of members of the Party by means of 
an "Open Letter” published by a self-—-constituted committee 
could only be justified if the ordinary channels of Party 
discussion were closed; but the "committee" cannot even 
pretend that such is the case. They do, however, imply that 
the “Open Letter" was rendered "necessary" by lack of 
discussion of the above-mentioned reply. The suggestion is 
not truc. Apart from two Conference discussions, there have 
been a Party meeting, several divisional mectings and 
numerous branch mectings specially convened to discuss the 
matter. And it is also false to imply that the delegates 
to the Conference failed in their duty to report the 
discussion to the branch members. 


Ample opportunity existed and still exists for 
discussion, and the only apparent reason for the uso of the 
“Open Letter" by the “committee” is the crushing dcfeat their 
attempts at argument have always sustained in the course of 
open discussion in the ordinary way. 


Apart, therefore, from the errors and misrepresentations 
of the “Open Letter” (waich injure the Party and make it 
necessary to point out the unsoundness of some of our own 
members) its promoters are guilty of attempting to form an 

an organisation within the Party, directed against the Party's 
accepted position, and of thus initiating a policy of 
sectionalism and disruption. 


The self-styled committee demand the revocation of the 
afore-mentioned reply BECAUSE, they say, it contradicts our 
declaration of principles. But neither in their circular 
nor in the course of the whole discussion have they been able 
to point out this so-called contradiction. And the reason 
is & Simple one. IT IS BECAUSE NO SUCH CONTRADICTION EYTSTS. 


They maintain that the “reply contains matter of a 
‘speculative character'’ Yot it is actually 9 most cautious 
statement based on positive knowledge and SXpericnce.« Tt 
contains nothing more speculative than an implication that 
historic laws will continue to be operative - than which few 
things are more certain. On the other hand, it may be of 
interest to note that the “committes” make the highly 
Speculative statement that the capitalist class “are compelled 
bo Open up ever now avenues of education to the proletarint!” 


It is said that we should simply refer enquiries to the 
declaration of principles. It may be necessary for the 
“coumittee” to fob off questioners in some such way, but a 
reasonable query by a gemuine enquirer should be frankly met. 
it is, moreover, the height of absurdity to refer the enquirer 
to me declaration of principles for information it does not 
contains 


It is entirely untrue that we are not prepared to give 
such replies (as: that to W.B.) from our Press and platform. 
The reply in question appeared in the SOCTALIST STANDARD, and 
Similar statements have repeatedly been made in the "4.9.” 
and from our platform. indeed, the inability to reply to 
Such a query could only indicate an ignorance of the Socialist 
position or an incapacity for propaganda work. "Several 
members" it is alleged by the "committee" maintain that we 
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have, besides a "primery object" a "secondary object" which 
we"keep in the backsround". After being challenged the 
"committee" endeavoured to foster these statements on 
various members, but, of course, without success. The 
statoments are sheer inventions. 


"No member of the Party", we next Learn, “is elected to 
Parliament for the purpose of taking part in any kind of 
legislation, whether by voting for or against it". On this 
point members of the “committee” have had curious changes of 
front, but of the fatuity of their present statement it need 
only be pointed out that it even excludes voting for 
Socialism! 


And what of their further assertion that the 5.P.G.B. 
advocates Parliamentary action "as one of the possible 
means" of obtaining control of the political machinery? 
The members who make that statement have signed the 
declaration of principles which distinctly states in par. 6:- 


"That as the machinery of government, including 
the armed forces of the nation, exists only to 
conserve the monopoly by the capitalist class of the 
wealth taken from the Workers, the working class 
must organise consciously and politically for the 
conquest of the powers of government, national and 
local, in order that this machinery, including 
these forces, may be converted from an instrument 
of oppression into the agent of emancipation." 


Commcnt is superflucus. 


The "committee" admit, in emphatic itslics, that the 
capitalist class "sre compelied to dig their own greves", 
but they do not quite realise that in saying so ey nave 
riddled their own case, and conceded much more than was 
cleimed in the Peb., 1910 "5.8S."., 





The majority of the Party are next accused of dividing 
the "capitalist measures" to be supported under four 
Gifferent heads. Unfortunately for the "committee", 
however, the only members known to so divide "capitalist 
measures", or any other measures, are the writers of the 
"Open Letter". 


And regarding the measures thus conveniently divided 
we are treated to some most original "Socialist" teaching. 
While they correctly say that hageline for better 
conditions “by the Workers with their masters are 
inevitable expressionsof the class struggle", they 
zo on to make the astounding assertion that this never- 
theless and emphatically "constitutes action apart from 
the Socielist position". In fact, they go on to say: 
"attempts at mending such conditions are unquestionably 
detrimental to our object". All of which is, to use the 
ienguage of the “committce", emphatically and “unoguestionably" 
nonsense, It is in flat contradiction with the Party 
position as laid down in the Manifesto. And as Karl Marx 
says in "Value, Price, and Profit": "Such being the tendency 
of THINGS in this system, is this saying that the working 
class ought to renounce their resistance against the 
emcrosehments of capital, and abandon their sitempts at 
making the best of the occasional chances for their temporary 
improvement? If they did they would be degraded to one Level 
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mass of broken wretches past salvation. . .. » » By cowardly 
Giving way in their every-day conflict with capital they 
would certainly disqualify themselves for the initiating of 
any larger movemont."” The “committce” have not yet shown 
where Marx was wrong in this. 


in the same par. they claim that from “our standpoint” 
it is absurd to admit that "legislation can also play a part 
in determining the conditions of wage-slave labour." From 
the “committec's" standpoint, of course, anything may be 
absurd, but they have no right to speak for the Party, for 
the veriest tyro in economic history is aware that legislation 
has practically from its origin “played 2 vart in determining 
the conditions of wage-slave labour.” Hundreds of instances, 
from Thomas Wolsey to Asquith, might be given, but the mntter 
is too obvious to require then. 


We are then told that the Socialist Party hos no mandste 
“to stand for the saving of life and limb of the workers.” 
Yet the declaration of principles shows that the Party is the 
expression of the material interest of the working class. 
Purther, the attainment of Socialism is dependent on the 
preservation of the workers in general, and the question of 
proletarian life and limb may have a very important bearing 
on the great issuc. 


The statement is put in quotation marks that "members of 
our Party’ say that "as Socialists we are compelled to support 
such political measures as universal suffrage and the 
Referendum." No names are given, and the statemont is a 
misrepresentation. 


in the fourteenth paragraph it is said that "to admit the 

capitalist class to be the benefactors of the working class 
because they are compelled by the economic development to 
weaken their stronghold can only tend to efface the bitter 
hostility ™ etc. This insinustes either that the reply to 
“WeBe, Upton Park, “admits' "the capitalists to be full of 

kind intentions towards the workers — which is absolutely 
false =- or that the weakening of the capitalists’ stronghold 
is not of benefit to the workers - which is utterly stupid. 


The “committee” next ask, how can Socialists support 
measures they cannot enforce. They would prevent us even 
supporting Socialism until it is here, because we cannot now 
enforce it! The “comnittes” should ask themselves how thoy 
can vote for 2 candidate if they are not numerous enough to 
clect him, or why they should use the vote at all —- then they 
might Pind out Just where they are. 


And whet an original picture they paint of the capitalists 
dividing themselves into factions to keep us busy backing up 
their legislation! As applied to the S.P.G.B., however, the 


picture implics a misrepresentation of the Party position and 
@n insult to the membership. 


We have, nevertheless, at least one opportunity of 
sereeing with the "committec". It IS absurd to insist that 
there is necessarily “a suspension of hostility to the capitalist 
ciess by Support ing some of their measures." Do we not learn 
from their “Open Letter” that the capitalists are"compelled to 
aig their ow gravos” and “weaken their own stronghold"? 
Jbviously, then, according to the "committects® statements, 
the support of certain “capitalist” measures may be 
consistent with the most bitter hostility to that class. 


ma SS ee 








The complexity of the capitalist system was never given at 
the Confcrence as the reason for supporting capitalist measures. 
Nor was it said that “Socialists were sent to parliament to 
8581s8t in legislation." 


While the upholders of the Party's position in this matter 
have never tired of pointing out the progressive crushing of 
the workers by economic development, they have, nevortheless, 
pointed to the whole of the facts, and not to a mere mtilsated 
formula. It is suicide to deny the facts as the “committees” 
would have us do. Sectional benefits to the workers have 
occurred and do occur. And as Marz shows, working class action 
does put the brake on capitalism's downward trend, and is so 
far a benefit to the workers. Finally, it is in every case a 
positive benefit to the whole of the workings class when they 
gain a new and effective weapon or a fresh coign of vantage 
in their fight for Socialism. 


Before taking leave of the “Open Letter” we may note one 
or two of the strange inconsistencics which illustrate the 
incoherence of the “committcea's” position. 


They say that “the capitalist class sre as powerless to 
interfcre with economic development as the working class" and 
that they are "compelled to open up ever new avenues oF 
education to the proletariat," and are also compolled by 
economic development to weaken their stronghold”. On the 
other hand, they also tell us that the capitalist class can make 
or mar any measure " and can uphold or render nugatory any 
measure”. Which is the real position? One excludes the 
other, and both are equally false. Their first statement 
is obviously wrong, for if economic development were not 
susccptible to human interference, we should not be active 
members af the Socialist Party, nor should we direct the 
fight against the cavitalist class. Their second position 
credits the master class with omnipotence. It would mean, 
if truce, that our fight wore hopeless, and the Socislist 
Party unable to exist. 


The reply the “committes” wish to revoke correctly 
interprets the declaration of principles. It points out 
the secondary role of the whole matter. It insists on the 
attitude of the representative being the expression of the 
Party's position in view of the full facts then to hand. 
And it frankly faces the eventualitics of the situation in 
the light of working-class interests. As tho Party has 
repeatedly stated, in the course of our fight we are prepared 
to take all we can gst that will help our class. 


The reasons we do not advocate reforms have been stated 
again and again in our Press and from our platform, and necd 
no repeating here, while any measure that might conceivably 
benefit the workers would only be dealt with, favournbly or 
otherwise, as dictnted by the advancement of our object. 
Therefore it is absurd for the “committee” to suggest that wo 
should have o programme of “reforms and pallistivos”. 

Even with regard to a useful proposal the complete measure 
would first have to be drawn up to avoid our being hold 
responsible for, or expected to help, any fraudulent monsura. 
Moreover, even if useful in ong Sct of circumstances it 
might be harmful in arother, and would often have to be 
sacrificed to the main issue which is our suidine star. 
Consequently a prograume of the sort suggested is impossible 
Go us, ond in making the suggestion the “commitice” either 
Go not understand, or they misrepresent, the position of the 
Party in this matter. 
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As the first £.C. said in the editorial to the second 
number of the SOCIALIST STANDARD so we say now:- 


“When a strong Socialist party, fighting directly for the 
establishment of a Socialist regime, and prepared in | 
their progress to secure any advantage that will act as 

4 hew vantage ground in their further fight, is 

organised, then the capitalists will be only too ready 

to offer and to give each and all of those palliatives 

as a4 sop to the growing Socialist forces in the country. 


"We have, therefore, to recognise all the time 
that it is only possible to secure any rozl benefit 
when the people themselves become class-conscious; 
when behind the Socialists in Parliament and on other 
bodies there stands a solid phalanx of men clear in 
their knowledge of Socialism and clear in their knowledge 
that the only way to secure the Socialist Commonwealth 
of the future is to depend only on the efforts of 
themselves and those who have the same class-conscitous 
opinions". 


And in the unique election address issued by the Party 
it clearly stated that “the candidates of the Oo: PeG.B., 
thererore, while quite prepared to use the local powers for 
such small temporary benefits as may be forced from the 
capitalists’ hands for the workers in those districts, 
nevertheless do not seck suffrage for this, which can only be 
a secondary business of the political perty of the workers". 
And it went on to point out how little could be obtaincd 
short of Socialism. ° 


The E-C., therefore, has simply upheld what has been the 
policy of the Party since its formation. To do otherwise, 
indeed, would be to stultify the Party and sacrifice the 
working class to half understood phrases. 


The self-styled committee itself is not of one mind on 
the matter, and one of their number has aqircady recognised 
that his position is inconsistent with adhesion to the 
declaration of principles. The hollowness of their pretended 
arguments has again been shown, and it remains a fact that 
during the whole discussion not a Single point has been 
Successfully urged against the accepted position of the Party 
as laid down in the E.C.'s reply to W.B. of Upton Park. 


THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE 
August 5th 1911 SOCIALIST PARTY OF GREAT BRITAIN 





a a ee 
PUBLIC MUGTING 





"NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND THE THREAT OF WAR" 
speakers: dg. Read; C. May. 
CO-OP HALL, 195, MARE STREET, 8.8. 


MONDAY JUNE 15th at 8.P.H. 


<9 —-- = > —— i ee —— oe —- ~~ a ——- -- __—-— _ = so - —_-— 


13. 


W.B. OF UPTON PARK 
PROVISIONAL COMMITTEE'S REPLY 
To the MEMBERS OF THE SOCIALIST PARTY OF GREAT BRITAIN 
COMRADES , 


The reply of the E.C. to the “Open Lettcr®™ of the 
Provisional Committcs on the subject of revoking the answer 
given to W.D. of Upton Park is in all respects a most | 
discreditablo and vindictive production. Instcad of being 
& dignified, outspoken retort to the points raiscd by the 
“Open Letter", as would be expected from the #.C. of the 
eocialist Party, it is 4 scurrilous, despicable epistle 


Written with the only object of discreditine the supvortors 
of the “Open Lovtor™ in the eyes of the guiloloss members 
of the 5.P.G.8. 









While the #.C. in their reply are unable to make good 
their case of there being a possible necessity of our Party 
supporting reforms and palliatives in Parliament, they have 
devoted the greater portion of the letter to sheer abuse. 
They attempt to intimidate the members by accusing the 
supportcrs of the “Open Letter" of “initiating a policy of 
Sectionalism and disruption; they deliberately misrepresent 
the Committes by quoting sentences out of the context and 
thoreby very much matiloting them; and lastly they raise 
dummy issues of their own and lmock then down as quickly to 
their own entirs satisfaction. 


They begin their letter by calling the Provisional 
Committce mercly ‘Committce", and that obviously Because 
the work “Provisional” explains the necd that existed 2t 
the time for the Committce being sclf-constituted. Formed 
for the purpose of finding out all the supporters of 
revocation, the Provisional Comnittee had to be sealf- 
constituted and could be nothing clse. It is an utter 
absurdity to assert that to bring any question before the 
membership in any way or form strictly within the party amounts 
to not using ordinary channels: Besides, e subject under 
considcorstion forms the basis of a Party-poll now being taken 
by the E-C. at the demand of seven branches according t Rule. 
One poll has already been taken on the subject and discussions 
under the auspices of the Party have taken place concerning 
the question. How the propaganda of the revoking of the 
reply by any method within the Party can be described as 
“the initiation of disruption” is indeed a position beyond 
the comprehension of Socialists, who must necesssrily favour 
the discussion of any point within the Party in an Oossible woy. 
There was great need for the open lIctter and Reebings under 
the auspices of the Provisional Committec, as on the first poll 
taken on the question barely one-third of the membership 
recorded their votes, while at the last annual conference only 
about twenty per cent of the members were present at the 
discussion of this point. Whaat is significant to note is 
the fact that the supporters of the reply refused to discuss 
the entire question on Friday, the first day of the confsrence, 
when a much larger number of membors nttonded than on the 
second day, viz-, Saturday. We are compelled to designate 
as malicious, mean and contemptible the romarks of the E.C. 
as to the Provisional Committce being guilty of forming an 
organisation within the Party and of initiating 9 policy of 
sectionilism and disruption. If all those who at any time 
have to adversely criticise any actious of the Party laid 
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themsclves open to be termed destroyers and disrupters, an 
outspoken opinion within the Perty would become impossible 
and the organisation would be linble to develop into a 
corrupt and ungsourd one liko the pseudo-—Socisalist 
organisations which wo oppose. 


L 
does not contradict our Declarstion of Princtinvles. Woe are 
told tint the reply is not speculotive, but “a cautious 
statement bascd on positive knowlodge and experience" 
amounting to “an inplication that historic lsye will contime”" 
Surciy the E.C. are not so wanting in understanding as to deny 
the speculative nature of such statements as: “measures that 
miy conceivably contain some small adventages for the working 
class,” or “Wwe are always ready to consider new facts and 
phrases when they present themselves," or “there is room for 
difference of opinicn upon a matter that av the present stage 
is only ot secondary importance." Where, do we ask, doos 
the positive knowledge come in with “conceivably contain,* 
“new facts and virases when they present themselves,” and 
“there is room for ditrerence of opinion,’ which are all 
statcnments of a most speculative charactor. i% is the height 


of ignorance to spenk of “historic laws contiming to operate, ' 


when the Jaws of FListery are dépendent on the orepoerty basis 
of each respective society and sre bound to chanes with a 
Change in thas basis. We have yet to lenrm that according 
to the mnterialist conception of history, nistoric laws sre 
fixed quantitics, as sugeested in the reply of the H.G., 
instead of Doing what they really ore, reflections of the 
property concitions for the time beirg. We also fail to see 
wheres the specuiative character of the Provisional Committee's 
statement, “the capitalist class sre compelled to open up ever 
new avenucs of cducation to the proletariat” comos. in Had. 
we said, “will ever be compelled” instead of “arc compelled" 
that would have been speculative, but tho word “are” 

expresses the experience and knowlodge up to adobe and does 
not enter into tke future. in Spits of wont the #.0. say 

as to the need of “frankly aceting a rensonable query by 2 
genuine inquircr,” we allege again that a ful explanation 













as to the scope of our Parliamentary action is Containeca in 
our Declaration or rrinciples. Miers 1G apenks plainly 





only of capturing the political machinery and certainly not 
of any possibilities of supporting reform mensurcs in the 
meantine. It will be sséen therefore, that our Declaration 
of Principles contsins ali the Socislist inforastion on this 
point.» 


The B.C. have altogether misinterpreted whet we se 
about the Party not being preparcd to give such replics 
from platform and press. Had they only aiso ouoted the 
last portion of the paragraph anyone could have seen that 
our meaning is quite clear. Wo allege that when we arc 
asked whsther we would at nrescent support any rotorms or 
pallistives we answer emphatically "No." Therevore, 


we ask, why should wo answer this question cifferently, 


when we have representatives in Parliament? 


- 
« 


statement, Comrade 8. Quelch, the Goneral Secretary pro. 
tem. of the Party. quite recuntly testificd ot an H.C. 
Meeting - We ars told oy the f.-C. that cur statement as 
to voting for or aopainst any Legislation is fatuous, 


> 


pecause it would moan that we conld not even votc for Socialism. 
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Now to vote for Socialism on the proposal of a capitalist 
faction, knowing that the workers are not you dcotermined to 
back us up, is abdsurd:. When again, however, the workers 
are randy to enforce it mere voting for it will be of no 
conscoucnce whatever, for it then mst mean fighting for it. 


The #.C. then endcavour to show that the capturing or 
the political machinery is possible only by Parliament - 
forsctting altogether tha 






me workors if Once revolutionary 
class-conscious would and could under any form of Govermment, 

even if qutocrutic, burenucratic,.or plutocratic seize tne political 
gochincry, thereby becoming the dominating class in society. 


Our admitting that the capitalists arc compelled to dig 
their own graves does not prove that in face of this Tact we 
must suspend our hostility to the Capitalist class. On the 
contrary, their helping in digging their own graves docs not 
vouch the fact that the “illing and burying of the capitalist 
class must be the work of the working class itself, anc as 
the working class must do that the hostility must be uphel 
to the bitter end 


The Provisional Comnittce have not misstated their cas 
when they alleged that the supporters of the reply to W-B- 

have divided the capitalist mensures to be supported undsr 

four different hoads. Conmades Anderson, FPiszgerald, Watts, 
Kohn and Jacomb and many more who do not So prominently 

write or speak for the Party have trequently spoken about 
"economic measures to improve the position of the workors or 

ta save life and limb,” also, of "mensurcs of a political 

and educational chnracter.” ind comrade Jacomb has 

repootedly stited at EeC. tectings that in his opinion 

“the workers cannot obtain economic advantages by Parliamentary 
action, but it ves corteinly possible for them to get 

political or educational advantages by such action.” Such 
argument Anounts plainiy to a fiat contradiction of the 
declaration of principles of the S-[.G.B. which arc based 

on the materialist conception of history according to which 
all educational and political moasurss must necessarily have 
their origin in econonie conditions. To therefore sugeost 

2 possible interftérance with snadow, while leaving tne 
suostance relating theroto, in fact, say the least 
a coupicte contradiction or the mitoridlist conception oO 
hHiStory « 
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Next the f-C. endeavour to upscst the Provisional 
Committec’s pronouncement that “the haggling for better 
conditions by the workers with their tasters, whilst incvitabdle 
expressions of the class strugsle, constitutes neverthaless 
action apart from the Socialist position and oprosod to 
socialism, as logically all mending of Capitalism mist mean 
delaying the advent of Socialism. 





The #-C. consider that they have demolished this most 
logical and forcible argument of the Provisional Committes 
by quoting passages from "Value, Price and Profit," by 
Karl Marz, concerning the need of resistance by the workers 
to the encroachments of the naster-class. Bus to »vroeve 
that &o wage-slave is compelled to defend his wage-slave 
condition for the snake of his very cxigtence as alave doos not 
prove that by doing so he is taking action to abolish his 
wage-slavery. On the contrary, by fixing his attention upon 
his wage-slave condition and the possible jtiprovcment of same, 
he cannot help disregarding the only Socizlist object Vize, 
the abolition of wage-slavery and the establishuent of tae 
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Socialist Commonwesith. And 2s to quotations from ‘Value, 
Price and Profit" 2 careful perusal of that little work will 
convince anybody that the great Socialist lesson sought by 

the some is unquestionably the “futility of fighting cifccts, 
instead of grapling with the only cause, wago-slavery.” 

Tf Marx, alrcady over 40 years ago, cloarly saw the hopolessness 
of Trade Union action, ss far 2s the Socialist object was 
concerned, how much greater has that hopelessness gSrown, in 
face of the rapid and enormous development of capitalism, with 
4ts stupendous concentration of capital on the one hand and 
its ever—prowing economic degradation and declining value of 
the waete-sleve commodity labour-power on the other. 


The H.C. arc amusingly muddled in their romarks about 
legislation playing a part in determining tho conditions of 
wage-siave labour. From the platform and press of the Party 
we conbinually point out that jt is the economic factors and 
their development whieh determine the wage-siave conditicns 
of Isbour, necessitating the capitalist legisintive michinecry 
being used from time to time to mechanically adjust tho 
differences arising from such development. But in their 
reply to our “Open Lotter”, the B.C. describe such mochanical 
legislative adjustment as amounting to partially dctermining 
the conditions of wage-slavery. Here we have again @ most 
flagrant case of taking the effect to be the cause ond the 
shadow to be the Substance. 


Gross misinterpretation again plays co part in the E£.C., 
deliberately omitting the words “under Capitalism’ in their 
quotation of our remarks about the “saving of life ond limb”. 
Surely we necd not point out that a saving of Life and Limb 
can only take place when Socinlism has osen enforced. ive) 
talk about the ncooed of scving Life and lich in the neanvime 
in order to “prsserve the workers in gencoral’ amcunts to our 
alleging that it is the business of Socialists to deal wth 
effects, not the cause, and that i 


enito of the 






force or society being in the hand: 3 capirenlisy cise, 
we cor force Monsurss beneticial to The working CGiass Trom 





+ 
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he object and 
one mansure boncficial to the working class, nomely, Socialisn, 


and especially about benefits in the meantime. Wa APS 
— a Pai paogin a ae mart dened heme > ew me a ‘ A ty 4 
challenge the #.C. to mame some mombcors of our party who 






universal suffrage and the refercndua. We therefore name 
Comrades Anderson, Dawkins and Fox as having made such 
statements. Their statements concerning the Referondum 

were contained in their allusions to the Sacialist party 
standing for the principles of democracy, even under 
Capitalisn. It is almost superfluous to say that, given a 
private property basis, a democratic expression of 
convictions, and of action in accordanecs therewith, are 

an entire impossibility. Tho E.C- seem to claim fust we 
contradict our position by admitting “that the capitalist 
class are compelled by the economic develovment to weaken 
their stronghold. Thess 15 no contradiction whatsoever. 

As the weakening of «2 strong person does not mcan the 
strengthening of a weak person, neithsor docs the Loss of 

powor on the part of ths capitalist class nean the gain of 
power on the part of the working class, sescing that the increase 
of power of the workers is expressed soleciy by their acauiring 
2 more extensive conception of rovoluticmary class—consciousness. 
AS Socialists we sliese on the other hand that the economic 
development under capitalism works all the time to the 
disadvantage of the working class. The “Committee” are then 
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told that, holding as they do that Socialists must not support 
measures unless they can enforce them, such policy would "even 
exclude voting for Socialism". Such argument only shows that 
the H.C. consider the proposal of Socialism on the part of the 
capitalist class or 92 section thereof, and our voting for such 
purposes in Parliament as « possible way of the workers 


achieving their own See Ee ione We have no such hallucination 
On this point. On the other hand, again, Socialists recognise 
that they will have to do considerably more than mercly vote 

for Socialism bofore their object will be accomplished. 





Socialists can consistently refuse to vote for anything they . 
cannot enforce, and yet vote for a candidate, though not 
numerous enough to elcct him, and can use their votes in : 


elections as Socinlists, however few there may bo of them. 

The voting at clections oy Socialists is always on the basis of 
recognising the necessity of Socialism, while the voting for 
any legislation procescds on the basis of recognising tho need 
for the maintenance of the private property basis. And surely 
the E-C. can sec the great difference in the issue of the two 
Attitudes. 


The B-Ce resent our allusions to the fact that in the 
event of the capitalist class knowing that the Socialists are 
pledged to support certain reforms the capitalists need only 
divide themselves up into small factions, cach with one 
particular object. Such dividing up is already done on a 
small scale. We haves the Liberal Tory, Irish and Tabour 
Parties cach with ccrtain reform objects, and thorefore there 
exists every reason for believing that such system will be 
extended with the growing desire on the port of the workers 
to support a variety of reforms and palliatives. Our statement 
is therefore only dealing with the question of degrec, and as 
the 5.P.G.B. admit the possibility of supporting reforms and . 
pallietives, the consideration of the quantity and quality of 
such do not alter the fact of the S.P.G.B. doclaring thot they 
may consider the efficacy of reforms and palliatives. 


The logic of the B.C. scems to move in a vicious circle, 
thus: The capitalist class being compellod to dig their own 
graves and weaken their own stronghold, must mcan advantages to 
the working class; Measures aiming at these advantages mst 
be supvorted by Socialiats in Parliament; and such support 
does not amount to a suspension of hostility against the 
capitalist class. Now the Provisional Committee, on the other 
hand, hold on these points the following views: The digging 
of their own grave and weakening of their stronchold by the 
capitalist class themselves do not constitute advantages to 
the working class; according to the Socialist conception 
there is only one advantage obtainable, viz., Socialism; as 
the capitalist class cannot possibly give that advantage to the 
working class, but must in accordance with thoir interests 
oppose such advantage, Socialists cannot give support to any 
capitalist measures and must maintain their hostility to the 
capitalist class to the bitter end. 


Comrade F.C. Watts, when speaking at tho Inst Annual 
Conference on this question, laid grost stress upon the 
tremendous complexity of the capitalist system, and argued 
that the want of understanding that complexity caused some 
Membsrs of the $.P.G.B. to disregard this Vory serious renson ‘ 
for favourably considering proposals of reforms and palliatives 
when brought forward in Parliament. The merc denying of the 
Statement by the H.C. does not disprove of the same having 
been made in the hearing of a number of members of the Party > 
As to Socialists not being sent to Parliament to legislate 
the very fact of admitting the preparedness to consider 
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legislative measures on their merit proves that the EC. admiv 
the possibility of members of our Party taking part in 
leeislation when in Parliament, 


> consider anything short of a growth in the revolutionary 
class-consciousness of the working class benefits to the workers - 
whether they be “termed sectional benefits" or “putting a brake 
on capitalism" or “saining new and effective weapons" or "fresh 
coigns of ‘vantage in the fight for Socialism", is - as pointed 
out over and over again = misrepresenting the Socialist object 
and the struggle for its attainment, which adsits of no patchi 
up in the meantime. ‘The B.C. are greatly Mistaken it fires 
hink Th: ere aré grave contradictions contained in the 
following statements of the Provisional Comittee, 






"The capitalist class are as powerless as the working classs 
they are compelled to dig their own graves and weaken their 
stroneholds,* on the one hand, and "can make or mar any mensure" 
and “ean uphold or render nugstory amy measure” on the other 
hand. 


Mat simply neans that the measures the eapitalist class 
are compelled to introduce to save their own skin do not 
require the support of the workers, but such measures as 
they ore not forced to carry through by the necessity of the 
development, they con certainly reject and ore prepared to 
reject, hence there is no contradiction whatsoever, 


But that does not credit the capitalist class with 
ommipotence, on the contrary it goes to prove that they are 
1S much subject to economic laws as the working class, 
Further, we fail to see how putting the brake on copitalisn's 
downward trend — which is becoming ever more futile as 
Capital concentrates = the workers are doing anything to get 
nearer to the renlisation of Socialisn, If that is the true 
Socialist position, then 211 the pseudo—Socialist organisations 
are furthering Socialism by their propaganda of reforms and 
pallictives, 


While the 5.0. resist most emphatically any nttenpt at 
tying their supporters on this question down to their state— 
ments on "prinary" and “secondary” objects, the H.C. thenselves 
Aidait that this question plays but a "secondazy™ vole. Now, 
how can the interpretaticn of our principles play a. secondary 
role? We assert that this very allegation of it ploying a 
Secondary role opens the back-door to violating the priuciples 
of the Party. If members are nade to believe that the 
interpretation of the Party's priuciples in Parlianent plays 
a secondary role, while that interpretation fron our platforn 
and Press at present plays a primary role, then a chsage of 
front when the psychological moment orrives would, of course, 
be consicered to wiatter little, Moreover, the ficts deter 
mining Socialist action on principle cannot possibly change 
while the private property basis remains and must renaiz 
under capitalisn,. Fence the advice "“Weit end sce" igs clearly 
an attempt tc mislead and confuse our menb ership. The E.Ce, 
while explaining why a programe of reforms is absuré fron 
the Socialist standpoint, nevertheless admit that the itens 
of which such programe consists, as 2 rule, would be duly 
considered by Socinlists in Parlianent According to certain 
Sets ot circumstances and according to their usefulness or 
othermvise. This amounts to a complete adriissicn that there 
are things of use to the Socinliston the basis of private 
property snd that they ore at tines enalled upon to assist 
in capitalist losislation, 
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It is indeed amusing to rend the quotations by which the 
£.C. endeivour to show how the Party hus since its foundation 
pointed out "How Little could be obtcined short of Socialism". 
But since the last eighteen mcuths 2. great deal of time and 
energy has been spent by then to prove the possibility of 
“that little" and the need for considering it on its nerits 
when it comes along. We must add thet if a number of 
convrndictory statenents on this question have appeared in + 
the “Standard” thet is no reason why the tenbership should | 
now endorse the definite position taken up by the #.C. 


ft is a cowardly atterpt on the port of the E.C. to : 
prejudice the winds of the nenbers by stating- that the 
Committee are not unaninous on the issue. Whe BeC. AV 


showing a lack of integrity of purpose if they deliberately . 
Suppress the Inet that Snellgrove, to whou they refer, has 
left the Party as well as the Provisional Comittee, because 
he has ceased to believe in Parliamentary action. ‘The 
ienbers of the Provisional Committee are completely agreed on 
the position loid down by the Committee. 





Ve sum up by saying that the £.C. have failed to provei= 
(1) Tiat the S.P.G.B. should be out for more than one 
advantage, vine, Socialism, (2) Theat, theréfore, mensures 
convining conceivable advuntazes cin be brought forward by 
cee Capitalists. : iaG any new facts and phases con 
erise Capitalism to alter the need for our fiehting 

















’ under 
for the one object, viz., Socialisn, sivays in hostilit 
0 the Capitalist class; and (4) that Socialists are seut 
Parlianent to suppors Llesisiation, wich must always mean the i 






the private property basis. — | 






recosnition or the preservation of 





As the l.C. will not leave their high pedestal of abuse, 
rancour, and fisrepresentation, and will not present a 
serious reply to our arguments, we lenve it to the intelligence 
of the membership to decide this vital ond important issue 
now before the Party. 


THR FROVISIONAL COMMIT TPR 
38, Brixton Road, S.W. 


léth dugust, 1911, 
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